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ABSTRACT

This research investigated the relationship betwecn
managers' interpersonal communication behavior and subor-
dinate satisfaction with supervision, job satisfaction and
performance. A two-stage communication model was proposed
and tested in which six interpersonal communication dimen-
sions (careful presentation of ideas; open, two-way communi-
cation; frankness; careful listening;.brevity; informality)
serving as independent variables were seen to impact four
intervening variables; subordinate role clarity, and three
measures of manager source credibility (trustworthiness,
informativeness, and dynamism). These intervening variables
in turn were seen to influence the following dependent variables:
subordinates' satisfaction with supervision; job satisfaction
and work unit effectiveness. /

The research design involved a cross-sectional ques-
tionnaire survey of 348 managers in a lafge organization.
Respondents were asked to describe their own bosses in terms
of the six interpersonal communication behavior dimensions
mentioned above as well as the trustworthiness, informative-
ness and dynamism of their bosses. In addition, respondents
provided data concerning their own sense of role clarity and
information on measures of satisfaction and performance.

Multiple regression analysis, partial correlation
analysis, and path analysis were used to test the hypotheses

proposed by the model. The model explained 77 percent of the




variance for '"satisfaction with supervision'" and consider-
ably less variance for "job satisfaction' (30%) and "work
unit effectiveness'" (28%). The path analysis revealed some-
what differing configurations of independent and intervening
variables depending on the particular dependent variable.
However, certain key variables did appear to be important on
a rather consistent basis. Among the interpersonal communi-
cation variables, "open, two-way communication' showed the
strongest relationship with the intervening and dependent
variable measures. '"Brevity,'" "informality," "frankness"
and to some extent '"careful presentation' and '"careful
listening'" also played a role, but not as consistently and
strongly. Among the intervening variables, ''trustworthiness,"
"informativeness'" and '"role clarity'" showed the strongest
relationship to satisfaction and performance.

Although the results were generally quite supportive
of the model, a number of limitations were also noted: the
cross-sectional nature of the research design, the restriction
of sample to one organization, potential response bias, and the
fact that the description of a given boss's communication
behavior and of other measures of a given work situation was

limited to one subordinate's perceptions.




MEASURING THE IMPACT ON SUBORDINATES OF
MANAGERS' INTERPERSONAL COMMUNICATION
STYLES AND CREDIBILITY

The importance of communication to the effective
management of organizations is widely recognized. For
example, many years ago Barnard suggested that " . . . in
an exhaustive theory of organization, communication would
occupy a central place, because the structure, extensive-
ness, and scope of organization are almost entirely deter-
mined by communication techniques '" (Barnard, 1938, p. 91).
Elsewhere, communication has been called the '"very essence"
of an organization (Katz and Kahn, 1966).

In spite of the general agreement concerning the impor-
tance of communication within organizations, our understanding
of the critical components of effective communication and how
these components affect organizational outcomes is quite
limited. The organization theory literature provides relatively
little specific guidance for developing an appropriate theoret-
ical basis for viewing communication in organizations (Porter
and Roberts, 1972; Klauss, 1977). The literature on communi-
cation theory and model building, though quite extensive, also
has made less progress than might be hoped for (Thayer, 1967).
Moreover, the amount of empirical research, particularly that
which is related to important organization outcomes such as

performance and satisfaction, is indeed quite limited.




FOCUS OF PRESENT STUDY

The purpose of this report is to probe this area
through empirical research and to report some findings
concerning the relationship between managerial communica-
tion behavior and outcomes of satisfaction and performance.
In particular, we are interested in examining specific dimen-
sions of a manager's interpersonal communication behavior
and how various dimensions may impact colleague satisfaction
and work unit performance.

The basic model of managerial communication behavior
being considered here investigates the following general

working hypothesis: that a manager's interpersonal commu-

nication behavior has an important impact on colleague

attitudes regarding job/role satisfaction, satisfaction with

the focal manager in general, and also influences colleagues'

job performance. Our concern goes beyond this basic hypo-

thesis, however, to an examination of particular mechanisms
which may help to explain the presumed linkages between a
focal manager's communication behavior on the one hand and
colleague attitudes and behavior on the other.* More
specifically, the following model has been formulated

(Figure 1) which is based on an extensive review of the

*Hereafter we will use the term '"focal manager'" to
refer to the particular manager whose communication behavior
is the focus of concern, while his 'colleagues' are those
persons in his immediate day to day work environment who
constitute his main communication net (subordinates as well
as peers and superiors).




literature on communication, employee performance and job
satisfaction, as well as on preliminary research involving

a sample of 397 industrial managers (Klauss, 1976). As can
be seen, this model posits a set of causal linkages in which
a manager's interpersonal communication style (ICS) - as
operationalized by the six ICS variables listed in the

model - is seen to atfect colleagues in two important ways.
First of all, it influences the extent to which colleagues
have a clear understanding of their role responsibilities

and relationships (role clarity), which in turn influences
colleague satisfaction with focal person, general role satis-
faction and performance. Secondly, the model suggests that

a manager's communication behavior creates a certain image of
manager credibility in the area of his perceived trustworth-

iness as a communicator, his informativeness, and dynamism

(as seen by his colleagues), and this also has an important
effect on colleague satisfaction and performance.

As indicated in the above ‘discussion, this model
relates a manager's interpersonal communication behavior to
the key colleagues in his day to day working environment,
whether they be subordinates, peers, or superiors. However,
in the initial empirical examination of the model which is
discussed below, we have restricted ourselves to an analysis
of the superior-subordinate relationship. Subsequent research
reports will incorpcrate peers as well as supervisors of focal

managers.




HYPOTHESES

Given the above focus on the superior-subordinate
perspective for this current study, the following specific
hypotheses embodied in our model have been examined:

Hypothesis 1. A supervisor's interpersonal commu-

nication behavior will be a significant predictor of subor-
dinate role clarity.

Hypothesis 2. A supervisor's interpersonal communi-
cation behavior will be a significant predictor of supervisor
credibility.

These two hypotheses thus examine the initial linkages
from supervisor behavior to subordinate internalization of
this behavior as sketched at the top of the model in Figure 1.
They also set the framework for analysis of subsequent linkages.

The next two hypotheses examine the second set of
linkages from the intervening variables (role clarity and
supervisor credibility) to the dependent variables of
concern. These linkages are hypothesized in the following
manner :

Hypothesis 3. Subordinate role clarity will be a
significant predictor of the following dependent variables:

satisfaction with supervision, job satisfaction and work
unit effectiveness.

Hypothesis 4. A supervisor's credibility as commu-
nicator will be a significant predictor of the following
dependent variables: subordinate job satisfaction, satis-
faction with supervision and work unit effectiveness.

Additional to testing the above sets of linkages
proposed by our model, we have also considered the relation-

ship between supervisor's interpersonal communication style




and the dependent variables in a more direct fashion.
This allows us to later consider the extent to which the
intervening variables contribute in the manner indicated
by the model. This examination of the direct relationship
between ICS variables and the dependent variable measures
is expressed in the following terms:

Hypothesis 5. A supervisor's interpersonal communi-
cation behavior will be a significant predictor of the

following dependent variables: subordinate satisfaction with
supervision, job satisfaction and work unit effectiveness.

The remaining three hypotheses look more closely
at the proposed causal sequence of linkages proposed in our
model and specifically test the hypothesized importance of
role clarity and supervisor credibility as central, moderating
variables which can explain how supervisor communication be-
havior affects subordinate behavior and attitudes. These
relationships are expressed in the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 6. Role clarity will account for a signi-
ficant amount of the correlation between the independent
variables and the following dependent variables: subor-

dinate satisfaction with supervision, overall job satisfac-
tion, and work unit effectiveness.

Hypothesis 7. Supervisor credibility (as measured by
supervisor trustworthiness, informativeness, and dynamism)
will account for a significant amount of the presumed corre-
lation between the independent variables and the following
dependent variables: subordinate satisfaction with super-
vision, and overall job satisfaction and work unit effective-
ness.

Hypothesis 8. The independent contribution of role
clarity and supervisor credibility in combination will account
for a significant amount of the presumed relationship between
the independent variables and the following dependent variables:
subordinate satisfaction with supervision, overall job satis-
faction and work unit effectiveness.




METHODOLOGY

Having presented our hypotheses for testing the
model proposed earlier, we turn now to a discussion of the
methodology employed in our research.

Data Collection Strategy

The following data collection procedurc was utilized
in conducting this research. Some 450 managers (randomly
identified from mailing lists containing the names of
approximately 975 managers from a large industrial firm)
were asked in a letter from the researcher to take part in
this study. The randomly selected manager was sent a ques-
tionnaire which included biographical items, questions con-
cerning his own boss's communication style as well as items
pertaining to role clarity and his boss's credibility as a
communicator (Appendix A). He was instructed to complete the
questionnaire in terms of how he sees his boss as a communi-
cator and how he perceives his own sense of role clarity,
job satisfaction, satisfaction with supervision, and work
unit effectiveness. The organization's interoffice mailing
system was used to distribute the questionnaires and completed
responses were in turn mailed by participants to a central
collection point in the organization where they were picked
up by the researcher.

A follow-up procedure to the first mailing was used to

request people who did not complete the original questionnaire




to do so. The system worked as follows: each recipient

of a questionnaire was asked to mail a postcard (enclosed
with the questionnaire) to the researcher which indicated
whether or not he had completed the questionnaire. He could
also state on the card whether or not he wanted to receive

a copy of the survey results. A master mailing list was used
so that the researcher could check names on the postcards
against the list and then contact each person who did not
reply to the original mailing to urge their cooperation in the
research. This procedure was designed to help reduce the non-
response tendency which often occurs in survey research.

Operational Measures for Model Elements

The operational measures for the variables included
in our model are briefly discussed below. (A more detailed
discussion of the development and properties of these measures
are provided in a previous report (Klauss, 1977).)

Independent variables. The six interpersonal commu-

nication style (ICS) variables identified in the model were
derived from previous empirical research conducted by this
researcher in which the responses of 397 managers to a ques-
tionnaire containing 73 items pertaining to interpersonal
communication behavior were factor analyzed. The results of
this analysis yielded the six factors in our model which are
briefly defined as follows:

Factor I: Careful Presentation - carefully organizing




one's thoughts and choosing appropriate words when
communicating with others.

Factor IT: Open, Two-Way Communication - encouraging
and using a style of open, free flow of two-way communication.

Factor JII: Frankness - being frank, levelling with
others, being self-assured 1n one's communication with others.

Factor IV: Careful Listening - attentiveness in
listening to others.

Factor V: Brevity - a tendency not to be wordy or
drift from topic to topic, etc.

Factor VI: Informality - a natural, relaxed, informal
style of communicating.

From this analysis, scales with adequate reliability

(.76 and above) were developed which resulted in a set of 25
items used in the research described here.

Intervening variables. Role clarity was measured by

using a scale developed by Rizzo, House and Lirtzman (1970),
and this scale has been previously used to examine the rela-
tionship of role clarity to measures of employee satisfaction
and organizational effectiveness. The reported reliability
of the six-item scale is .80.

Source credibility was viewed in terms of three
separate dimensions: trustworthiness, informativeness, and
dynamism. These scales were derived from the factor analytic
work of Berlo, Lemert, and Mertz (1969) as well as Falcione
(1974), and include a total of 20 items which ask the
respondent to indicate the extent to which the statements

describe his own perspective of his supervisor.




Dependent variables. Three dependent variable

measures were utilized in this study. The first measure
focused on subordinate satisfaction with supervision and the
items on this scale have a reliability of .89 (Bass and
Valenzi, 1974). The second scale measured overall job satis-
faction, and has a scale reliability of .90. The third
depéndent variable scale was a measure of work unit effec-
tiveness with a reported reliability of .95 (Bass and Valenzi,
1974), and recent research (Solomon, 1975) indicates that

this scale has reasonably high convergent validity with

objective, independently gathered measures of performance.

RESULTS

As background to an examination of the results for the
set of eight hypotheses, a few general comments are in order
concerning the questionnaire response rate, the nature of
our data, and the statistical procedures being employed.

As was indicated in the methodology discussion, the
questionnaire-mailing procedure was designed so that reminder
letters could be sent to persons who did not respond to the
first letter. The initial mailing of 450 questionnaires
brought in 291 completed responses (64 percent) within 14
working days. At that point, a reminder letter was sent to
those who had not yet sent in their postcard, a process which
yielded an additional 57 questionnaires. An analysis of the

early versus late questionnaire respondents on all of the
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biographical variables and variables in the model indicated
only one significant difference in twenty-two comparisons,
namely that the early respondents tended to have worked
longer under their current boss (17 months) than the late
respondents (13 months).

Given that the primary statistical procedure used in
analyzing our data was multiple regression analysis, it was
necessary to be sensitive to the assumptions which are linked
to this type of analysis. It was recognized from the start
that our ability to generalize the findings to a larger
population of managers would be limited by the context within
which this research was conducted. Hence it should be under-
stood that the application of the inferential statistical
procedures (that is, F test, Rz, testing for specific regres-
sion coefficients) was done in a tentative manner. It should
also be noted that in performing the analyses which follow,
attention was given to possible violations of the general
assumptions which accompany regression analysis -- in particu-
lar, the assumptions of normality, linearity, and homogeneity
of variance. With regard to the normal distribution assumption,
in the case of the sample under consideration in this research,
our N size was quite large and thus possible violations should
not cause a serious problem. In considering the assumptions of
linearity and homogeneity of variance, an examination of
residuals and scatter plots suggested that the data did

generally satisfy these requirements.




e

11

Mention should also be made of the moderate inter-
correlation between some of the independent variables. As
can be seen in the correlation matrix of key variables
(Table 1), there were some problems in the case of a few
variables. Thus, care must be taken in interpreting the
relative importance of the independent variables, since
regression coefficients may fluctuate quite a bit across
samples under these conditions.

Having reviewed issues of general concern, we turn
now to an examination of specific findings for the set of
eight hypotheses listed earlier.

Hypothesis 1. Hypothesis 1 postulated that a super-

visor's interpersonal communication behavior would be a
significant predictor of subordinate role clarity. It was
tested through a multiple regression analysis in which the
six interpersonal communication style (ICS) variables served
as independent variable predictors of role clarity (as the
dependent variable). A regression routine (SPSS) which
employs the standard regression method (each variable is
treated as if it is being added to the regression equation
after all other variables are included) was utilized in the
analysis.

The results of this analysis are presented in Table 2.
As can be seen, the F value was significant, thus providing

support for the hypothesis. The R2 value was .38. The single
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most important independent variable predictor appeared to
be '"two-way communication,'" with "informality" also emerging
as a significant but less powerful factor.

Hypothesis 2. This hypothesis proposed that a super-

visor's interpersonal communication style wouid be a sig-
nificant predictor of supervisor credibility. In testing
this hypothesis, the six ICS variables were used as the
independent variable predictors of each of the three cred-
ibility factors.

The results are presented in Table 3, and indicate
support for the hypothesis. All three F values were sig-
nificant at the .01 level, with between 42 and 66 percent
of the variance accounted for in the three regression analyses.
The strongest relationship between the ICS variables and the
credibility measures was with '"'trustworthiness" (R2=.oo),
while the amount of variance explained for "informativeness"
and "dynamism' as dependent variables were somewhat less
(46 and 42 percent). '"Frankness," followed by '"two-way
communication," "informality,'" and '"careful listening"
were the most consistent predictors.

Hypothesis 3. Hypothesis 3 postulated that subordinate

role clarity would be a significant predictor of subordinate
satisfaction with supervision, job satisfaction, and work
unit effectiveness. In testing this hypothesis a regression

analysis was performed on each of the three dependent variable
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measures with role clarity serving as the independent
variable predictor for each run.

As Table 4 indicates, the hypothesized relationship
was significant (pg¢.01) as predicted for the three dependent
variable measures in all instances. '"Role clarity" appeared
to have a fairly strong effect on '"satisfaction with super-
vision'" (with an R2 of .38), and a somewhat lower impact on
"job satisfaction” (.19) and '"work unit effectiveness" (.23).

Hypothesis 4. This hypothesis predicted that a super-

visor's credibility as a communicator would be a significant
predictor of the same three dependent variable measures
(satisfaction with supervision, job satisfaction, and work
unit effectiveness) indicated in Hypothesis 3. Using the
three credibility measures (trustworthiness, informativeness,
and dynamism) as independent variables, separate regressions
were run on each of the three dependent measures.

The results of this analysis are reported in Table 5.
All F values were significant, thus providing support for the
stated hypothesis. "Trustworthiness'" and "informativeness'
were consistently significant predictors, while ''dynamism' did
not appear to have much of an impact at all. An examination
of the R2 values indicated that by far the strongest impact
of the credibility measures was on ''satisfaction with super-
vision," with much less variance accounted for in the other

dependent variable measures.
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Hypothesis 5. Hypothesis 5 postulated that a super-

visor's communication style (as represented by the six ICS

variables) would significantly predict the three dependent

variable measures in our model (subordinate satisfaction

with supervision, job satisfaction and work unit effective-

ness). Once again the same multiple regression analysis was

performed with the six ICS variables as predictors in

separate regression runs for each of the dependent variables.
As can be seen in Table 6, the hypothesis was supported

for all three dependent variable measures. Once again,

"satisfaction with supervision'" had the greatest amount of

2 value of .64. "Two-way commu-

explained variance, with an R
nication' was a significant variable in all three analyses
while "frankness'" was significant in two cases.

Hypothesis 6. This hypothesis predicted that role

clarity would account for a significant amount of the
correlation between the six (ISC) independent variables and

the three dependent variable measures identified in the model.
As an initial test of this hypothesis, the relationship
between each independent variable and the three dependent
variable measures was examined before and after role clarity
was statistically controlled (through partial correlation
analysis). If the model and above hypothesis were correct,

the partial correlation should be substantially lower in
magnitude than the zero-order correlations between the indepen-

dent and dependent variables.
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The results of this analysis are presented in
Table 7. As can be seen in comparing columns 1 and 2
for each dependent variable, there was a consistent drop in
the magnitude of the partial coefficients for each of the
six ICS variables.

As a further test of this hypothesis, stepwise
multiple regression analysis was also employed. For each
of the dependent variable measures separate regressions
were run with role clarity as the primary predictor. Next
the block of six independent variables was added as a
secondary set of predictors. If role clarity were to mediate
the independent variable-dependent variable relationship as
predicted, (a) role clarity alone should account for a
sizeable portion of the explained dependent variable variance,
and (b) the introduction of the block of six ICS variables
into the equation should not substantially increase the
amount of explained dependent variable variance. As Table 8
indicates, role clarity does account for a sizeable portion
of the explained variance for "work unit effectiveness' and
to a lesser extent for "job satisfaction." However, ''satis-
faction with supervision” does not fit with our prediction.
In testing the change in the R2 values between step one and
step two in the regression analysis, two of the three increases

were significant when the six ICS predictors were added to
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the equation.* Thus as with the partial correlation
analysis, the pattern of results were generally in the
predicted direction but not consistently dramatic from a
statistical significance point of view.

Overall, therefore, the results of our analysis
concerning hypothesis 6 can be said to provide only partial
support for our model.

Hypothesis 7. Hypothesis 7 postulated that super-

visor credibility (as measured by supervisor trustworthiness,
informativeness, and dynamism) would account for a signifi-
cant amount of the presumed correlation between the indepenent
variables and the following dependent variables: subordinate
satisfaction with supervision, job satisfaction and work unit
effectiveness. This hypothesis was tested in a manner similar
to the previous hypothesis. First, the relationship between
each independent variable and the three dependent variable
measures was examined before and after supervisor credibility
(the intervening variable) was statistically controlled. This

was done separately for each of the three factors constituting

®
The follow%ng formula was used to calculate whether
the increases in R“'s were significant:

2 2
B B B0 e By o N 702 o . k) (Ry-ky)

2
(L -Ryaz .. x)/(N-k-1)

(Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1973, p 71).
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supervisor credibility specified in the model as well as
for all of them combined. If the model were correct, the
partial correlations should be substantially lower in mag-
nitude than the direct or zero-order correlations between
the independent variables and the dependent variables.

As can be seen in Tables 9, 10, and 11, the general
pattern of correlations and partial correlations supported
the hypothesis. This was particularly evident when all three
credibility variables were controlled, in which case the
correlations tended to be low and nonsignificant except in
the case of "satisfaction with supervision.'" It should be
noted, however, that for "dynamism" the general pattern did
not hold. That is, there was little or no change in the
correlation coefficient when '"'dynamism" was held constant;
in some instances the change was in fact upward.

A secondary analysis using multiple regression was
also performed as follows. First the block of three
credibility variables was introduced into the regression,
followed by the addition of the block of ICS variables as the
second step in the regression. If the credibility dimensions
were to mediate the independent-dependent variable relation-
ship as predicted, (a) the credibility measures alone should
account for a sizeable portion of the explained dependent
variable variance, and (b) the introduction of the second

block of six ICS variables into the equation should not
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substantially increase the amount of variance explained.
The results of this analysis are presented in
Table 12 and indicate that the introduction of the second
set of predictors did yield modest increases in the R2
values. However, in two of the three cases these increases
were significant.
Overall, these two above analyses together tend to

provide a fair amount of support for the hypothesis.

Hypothesis 8. This hypothesis postulated that the

independent contribution of role clarity and supervisor
credibility in combination would account for a significant
amount of the presumed relationship between the independent
variables and the following dependent variables: subordinate
satisfaction with supervision, overall job satisfaction and
work unit effectiveness.

This hypothesis was tested in the following manner.
A multiple regression analysis was employed with role clarity
and supervisor credibility as primary predictors of the
dependent variables. The six independent variable measures
were then added as secondary predictors. If role clarity and
supervisor credibility were to mediate the independent-
dependent variable relationship as predicted, (a) the inter-
vening variables (role clarity and supervisor credibility)
in combination should account for a sizeable portion of the
dependent variable variance and (b) the introduction of the

six interpersonal communication dimensions into the equation




as additional variables should not substantially increase
the amount of dependent variable variance controlled.

The results of this analysis are presented in Table 13.
As can be seen, the changes in R2 were very modest and in two
of the three instances were statistically nonsignificant.
The only exception was for 'satisfaction with supervision."
Hence we are inclined to conclude general support for our

model.

Path Analysis Pertinent to Hypotheses 6-8

In addition to the above tests for hypotheses 6-8,
a path analysis was also performed to further examine the
relationships proposed in our model. In particular we were
interested in exploring the extent to which simpler models
might be obtained which supported our proposed causal
linkages and which might yield close to the same amount of

explained dependent variable variance with fewer variables.

The methodology of path analysis was originally developed

by Wright (1921, 1934) as a quantitative tool for use in
biological rescarch. More recently, social science rescarchers
have been turning increasingly to path analysis as a potential
tool for dealing with methodological issues in research
involving causal models (Duncan, 1966; Blalock, 1967;

Heise, 1969).

In his early writings on this subject, Wright indicated
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that:
The method of path coefficients is not intended
to accomplish the impcssible task of deducing causal
relations from the values of the correlation coef-
ficients (1934, p. 193).
Rather it is primarily a method for testing a theory in
which a weak causal order among variables is indicated and
where the relationships among these variables are seen to
be causally closed (Nie et al., 1975, p. 383). Thus, path
analysis is not a method for discovering causal relationships
but can be appropriately used when interpreting the tenability
of a theoretical model proposed by the researcher.

Underlying the principles of path analysis and its
application to proposed causal models is a distinction
between exogenous and endogenous variables. To paraphrase
Kerlinger and Pedhazur (1973, p. 308), exogenous variables
are those whose variability is presumably determined by
causes external to the model, while for endogenous variables,
their variation is explainable by exogenous or other
endogenous variables in the model. Within a given model an
endogenous variable may at one point serve as a dependent
variable in relation to independent variables which precede
it, and at a later point in the causal chain this same
endogenous variable may be seen as an independent variable
predicting another variable which comes after it in the
causal flow depicted by the model. In addition to these

two categories of variables, the notion of residual variables
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is utilized in path analysis to indicate the effect of
variables not incorporated directly into the model.

Path analysis requires making certain assumptions
of the following nature: that relations among the variables
in the system are linear, additive and causal; that the
residuals are not correlated with each other or with the
variables in the system; that there is a one-way causal flow
in the model; and that the scale measures are interval level
in nature (Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1973). These assumptions,
when seriously violated, can result in misleading interpre-
tations. As with most other methodological procedures, this
technique cannot be viewed as the final answer when attempting
to understand complex patterns of relationships among variables
in a given system. However, when applied with caution and
discretion, it can be quite useful in interpreting data of
the sort found in the present study.

In the present study, the application of path analysis
involved the determination of the path coefficients
(standardized regression coefficients) for the various
hypothesized causal paths depicted in the general path

diagram outlined below:

Independent Intervening Dependent

variables variables variable
ICS

variables

role clarity L““-hh
B
A /IDI
credibility]

C

(= 720 R P Y S
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This set of relationships was proposed for each of

the three dependent variable measures and hence our analysis

involved an examination of such a path diagram for each

dependent variable.

The following procedure was employed for calculating

the path coefficients for each diagram:

1) Regress D on A, B, and C. This pr-vided initiz1 path

coefficients from B and C to D, as we’

paths from A to D;

2) Regress B on A. This » (5

from A (variables 1-6) to B;

N

3) Regress C on A. This ded

cients from A (variables 1-6) tc

Having performed the ini .a

for a given diagram, the resu ing h

examined to see if a simplified rode
Paths with coefficients less than or
as well as any paths where the coef

than .10 but were nonsignificant (L: d,

I

path coefficients for the retained varial

or any d ect

. coefficients

coeffi-

> v*lined above
ici ~ts were
1 be obt ‘ned.
T to .10 were dropped,
ts might be greater
169) Then, new

e in the diagram

were calculated. The resulting model for each dependent

variable is presented in Figures 2 to 4

As a test of whether the data were consistent with

these revised, more parsimonious models, the new path
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coefficients were utilized in an attempt to reproduce the
original bivariate corrclations among the key variables
(Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1973) for each model. In perform-
ing this analysis it should be noted that double-arrowed paths
among the six ICS variables, though not included in the
diagraﬁs, were assumed and used in the recorstruction process.
This was done on the basis that the behaviors represented
here, though factorially relatively independent, are related
conceptually in that all represent interrelated behavior
concerning a person's interpersonal communication style.

The results of the analysis are reported in Tables
14 to 16. Of particular interest in exploring the
"adequacy' of the simplified models were the differences
between the actual correlations and the synthetic correlations
(reconstructed correlation using the paths between variables
of concern). As a rough indicatqr of adequacy, average
differences for cach diagram were calculated and are reported
in the third column of each table. An examination of these
values as well as of the individual discrepancies reported

in the column suggests that for the most part the three

models tended to hold up reasonably well.
Turning for a moment to the actual path diagrams
(Figures 2 to 4), it can be seen that the specific set of rela-

tionships contained in ecach model changed somewhat, depending
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on the dependent variable under consideration. Nevertheless,
many of the relationships were rather consistently represented
in each model. Hence the path analysis did help to highlight
certain key variables and also provided some direction for
subsequent theory trimming in the future development and
refinement of the general theoretical model proposed in this

study.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The results presented here suggest some patterns
which deserve brief attention below. In addition, we need
to examine some of the limitations of our research and
suggest possible future directions for extending this
research effort; First, let us discuss the results obtained
for each of the three dependent variables.

Satisfaction with Supervision

Of all three dependent variables considered in this
study, "satisfaction with supervision'" yielded the strongest
set of relationships in support of our model. For example,

a glance at Table 13 and the path diagrams indicate that
77 percent of the variance was accounted for with this depen-

2 for "job satisfaction"

dent variable, while in contrast the R
was .30 and for "work unit effectiveness'" it was .28. Similar

patterns were found for the regression analyses reported in
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the initial tests of our research hypotheses (Tables 2 to 12).*
This would suggest that managerial communication behavior

has its most direct impact on subordinates in the area of
satisfaction with supervision, and that a more complex set of
factors perhaps come into play when considering employee job
satisfaction and work unit effectiveness.

Apart from this general observation regarding the
stronger reclationship shown for '"satisfaction with supervision,"
it is interesting to note which specific variables in our
model seem to have the greatest impact. Among the intervening
variables under consideration, "trustworthiness' "informative-
ness'" and ""role clarity" are consistent predictors, while
"dynamism" is hardly represented.

In the case of "informativeness,' the path analysis
and regression analysis both indicate a strong and consistent
relationship between this variable and '"satisfaction with
supervision' thus suggesting that those persons who are more
satisfied with the kind of supervision they get see their
bosses as well-qualified, well-informed managers. The most
critical managerial communication behaviors (ICS variables)

contributing to this image of the boss would appear to be

*Throughout the rest of this discussion, we will be using
the term ''regression analysis' as a shorthand way of distin-
guishing the specific regressions which were performed as
the primary tests of our hypotheses (Tables 2 to 13) from the
path analyses -- even though it is clear that path analysis
also involves regression analysis.

g




o

26

"open, two-way communication," "frankness,'" and '"careful
presentation" of messages, and to a lesser extent "brevity"
and "informality'" (Table 3, Figure 2).

Perceived '"trustworthiness'" of one's boss also appears
to have a strong influence on 'satisfaction with supervision."
Here the most critical ICS variables appear to be "open,
two-way communication'" and "informality,'" with '"careful
listening" and "frankness'" (negatively in the regression
analysis) revealing a lesser degree of importance.

"Dynamism'" and '"role clarity' emerge in the regression
analysis as significant but not very powerful predictors and
wash out in the path analysis. Hence we are inclined to
conclude that these two variables are probably not particularly
critical for understanding subordinate satisfaction with
supervision.

It might be noted that in addition to the above
linkages which have been discussed that a few ICS variables
appear to have djrect impact on "satisfaction with supervision"
(in addition to indirect impact via the intervening variables).
In particular, "open, two-way communication' appears to make
a consistently important, independent contribution to the
dependent variable, both in the path analysis and in the
regular regression analysis.

To summarize these above findings we tentatively

conclude that, for the organization from which our sample



et

2%

came, a considerable part of a subordinate's '"satisfaction
with supervision' can be understood in terms of the extent

to which he finds his boss to be a trustworthy (fair, coop-
erative, reasonable, safe) person to work under and also on
the basis of the boss's informativeness (that is, being well-
qualified, well-informed) in managing the work situation.
Furthermore, this image of trustworthiness and informativeness
seems to be considerably influenced by the extent to which he
encourages open, two-way communication and to some extent by
his informality in communicating with subordinates, careful
presentation of ideas, careful listening and brevity.
Frankness can cut both ways, in that it may increase the
perception of supervisor informativeness, but can also
negatively impact perceived trustworthiness (sense of safety,
friendliness) of the supervisor.

Job Satisfaction

The pattern of relationships found for "job satisfac-
tion'" were not as strong as those just discussed. For
example, the R2 value obtained when all the original
independent variables were included in the analysiswas only
to .30 -- a considerable decline from that found for
"satisfaction with supecrvision.” In part, this phenomenon
can be understood in terms of previous research which
indicates that job satisfaction is multidimensional in

nature and is therefore more difficult to adequately measure.
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Moreover, other issues relating to the job situation
(for example, satisfaction with colleagues, job challenge,
etc.) as well as the interpersonal communication milieu may
influence overall subordinate job satisfaction (Smith,
Kendall, and Hulin, 1969).

Turning to specific findings concerning the model,
we find that among the four intervening variables which were
originally proposed that, as in the case of satisfaction
with supervision, informativeness and trustworthiness once
again emerge as important intervening variables. Role clarity
also appears to have an impact, while dynamism does not. It
might be noted that '"careful presentation' and "informality"
both suggest low (negative) but significant independent
linkages directly to "job satisfaction'" in the path and
regression analyses. Yet their linkages to the intervening
variables have a positive valence. This pattern cannot be
readily explained by the data at hand. The impact of "role
clarity" on job satisfaction is quite well supported in
previous research (Miles, 1975; Keller, 1975; Organ and
Greene, 1974; House and Rizzo, 1972) where "role clarity"
has been shown to be similarly linked. The most critical
ICS variable related to role clarity is clearly '"open, two-
way communication' while "informality'" also appears to have
a minor, though statistically significant, impact (Table 2;

Figure 3). Thus it would appear that a key to increased
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role clarity is a2 communication relationship between sub-
ordinate and supervisor which is relatively informal and
involves a continuing two-way dialogue concerning the job.

In generalizing on the patterns discussed above
concerning job satisfaction, it appears that within the firm
under consideration that an important part of a subordinate's
job satisfaction comes from an increased sense of role
clarity and perception that the boss is well informed .about
the job situation and is trustworthy. Contributing to these
factdrs is a set of managerial communication behaviors,
particularly open, two-way communication, and to a lesser
extent informality, frankness, careful presentation of ideas,
brevity and careful listening which inturn appear to contribute
to job satisfaction.

Work Unit Effectiveness

As with "job satisfaction,' the amount of variance
explained for "work unit effectiveness" by our model (.28)
was quite a bit below that of "satisfaction with supervision."
This can be understood in part by the fact that work unit
effectiveness is influenced by a range of factors well
beyond the interpersonal communication context, including
such potential variables as technology considerations,
experience and training of colleagues in a work unit, exter-

nal constraints such as resource shortages, etc.
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Among the four intervening variables originally
suggested by our model, 'role clarity,' '"trustworthiness"
and "informativeness'" again appear to be important while
"dynamism' is not a significant factor. Unlike the job
satisfaction path diagram, there are no independent linkages
from the ICS communication variables directly to the depen-
dent variable. It might also be noted that role clarity
appears to become more critical for work unit effectiveness
as compared with job satisfaction. Thus we are inclined to
conclude that when it comes to assessing the impact of
managerial communication behavior on work unit performance
that a clear sense of role responsibilities (clarity) on the
part of the subordinates and perception of the boss as a
well-informed and trustworthy/reliable source of information
and support are important for increcased work unit effective-
ness. Furthermore, the key managerial communication behaviors
which appear to contribute to such a situation are open, two-
way communication, and to some extent, informality, frankness,
brevity, careful presentation of messages and careful listening.

Cautions and Limitations to This Research

Given the exploratory nature of the model and research
reported here, a good deal of caution must be observed in
generalizing on the findings which have been obtained. It
must be remembered first of all that we are limited in this

study to one organization. Additional research in different
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types of organizational settings will be needed before
we can begin to establish confidence in some of the patterns
which have emerged here.

The nature of our research design and data collec-
tion procedure also poses a number of constraints. While
the response to the survey was indeed quite high, nevertheless
there was that 20 to 25 percent who did not choose to par-
ticipate. In addition it must be noted that our data is
based on one person's perception of his own boss. Future
research designs will enable us to get a broader perspective
of the particular boss in question and permit us to examine
the extent to which individuals vary in their perceptions
and attitudes along the dimensions included in our study. In
the present study, however, this type of analysis was not
possible.

In dealing with attitudes and perceptions reported
in a survey instrument of the sort used in this study we must
also b , cognizant of the potential fur a halo effect in the
response patterns of participating managers. To the extent
possible our questionnaire attempted to get respondents to
evaluate each item by itself. TItems pertaining to individual
scales were scattered throughout the various sections of the
questionnaire. In addition, items pertaining to the same
factor or scale were occasionally worded in opposite directions

as a check on a possible tendency to use the same anchor
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points in responding to the questions.

In spite of these procedural safeguards, however,
the potential for a halo effect and response bias cannot be
completely discounted. This issue may be especially
pertinent to the interpersonal communication variables which
revealed moderately high intercorrelations. Subsequent
research involving multiple perceptions of a given manager
from various subordinates, peers and others in that person's
communication net may help deal with this issue to some
extent.

Finally, we need to underscore here that we are dealing
in this study with a cross section of data which is correla-
tional in nature. We have occasionally implied or used the
term '"predictor" in the discussion of our results in a short-
hand fashion to refer to regression analyses where certain
variables were chosen as independent variables (predictors)
for selected dependent variable measures. Clearly, the use
of the term 'predictor'" when applied at a more general level
implies a causality which cannot be conclusively determined
from a research design of the sort employed here. This, of
course, also applies to our path analysis, which we applied
primarily as a tool for theory-trimming purposes and did not
explore possible alternative competing causal models. A

more extensive consideration of potentially competing causal
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models will be appropriate once we increase our data base

on the variables included in our models (an effort currently
in progress), and particularly as we find opportunities for

conducting longitudinal studies and occasions for increased

experimental control.

With regard to the present research, it must be
recognized that the results reported here, at best, provide
tentative support of the proposed model. The possibility
of two-way causation, particularly between the ICS variables
and the intervening variables, but also vis-a-vis our
dependent variables cannot be ruled out. Nor can we ignore
the fact that we have been able to account for only a certain
percentage of the total variance in each dependent as well
as intervening variable. This can be noted by reexamining
Figures 2 to 4 which indicate the R2 values pertaining to the
intervening and dependent variables displayed in each diagram.
This data suggests the possibility in future research of
considering additional variables which may relate to our

model.

Summary and Conclusions

This entire study has been focused on an underlying
notion that managerial interpersonal communication behavior,
mediated through role clarity and manager credibility,

significantly affects subordinate satisfaction and performance.
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At a general level, our research findings have been bhasically
supportive of the model which was proposed. In particular

we have noted that the model explains 77 percent of the
variance for "satisfaction with supervision." Considerably
less variance is explained for '"job satisfaction' and "work
unit effectiveness" (30 and 28 percent), although even here
the results are by no means discouraging.

It appears that our path diagrams are useful in helping
tc provide more parsimonious explanations of the way in which
the various variables may operate in our models. Even so,
it is clear that the findings are complex -- in that somewhat
different configurations of predictor variables emerge
depending on the dependent variable. However, certain key
variables do seem to be important across situations in a
rather consistent fashion. Among the ICS variables, ''open,
two-way communication' is clearly the strongest factor through-
out. "Brevity,'" "informality," '"frankness" and to some
extent '"carcful presentation' and '"careful listening' also
figure into the picture, but not as consistently. Among the
intervening variables, '"trustworthiness,'" "informativeness"
and "role clarity' emerge on a consistent basis while dynamism
is not a strong factor, contrary to our originally proposed
model. Future research should help to further piece out the
relative contributions of these variables and establish the

stability of these findings across organizational settings.
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TABLE 1
CORRELATION MATRIX OF KEY VARIABLES (N=348)

> &
= o E ot a. &

> x2 |a ot o £ S <

] c & > O (%] (o] (3] n n G

<3 [ [} [ ('™ ) [} o o 0 Y

5] i L] c | 5] c > |&] L O LY

o [ @ — = — a & 0 = =
Careful presentation 37| .411.50( .52 .23 .36 | .48 | .21 .32 | .43 | .16 | .20
(cp) ]
Two-way communication .55 .56 | .38 .61 | .75 .54 .27 .58 .72 | .44 36
(2 way) n
Frankness (Frank) .36} .39 | .46 | .41} .58 .61 | .42 .58 .27 | .28
Careful listening 691 .48 | .57 | .45 .04%] .36 | .53 | .29 | .29
Brevity .33 .38 | .48 | .13 .33 .47 | .18 .22

-

Informality .69 .59 .21 | .43 .61} .29} .30
Trust .59 | .19 | .57 | .74} .46 | .39
Informativeness .51} .51 .78 .44 | .41
(Info)
Dynamism .28 | .44 .27 ] .18
Role Clarity (RC) 601 .43 .48
Satisfaction with SSE o 552
supervision (Satsup)
Job satisfaction A
(Jobsat)
Work unit
effectiveness
(Weff)
NOTE: All coefficlents are significant at .01 level except one (starred).
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TABLE 2
MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR HYPOTHESIS 1
WITH RESULTING BETA WEIGHTS AND PERTINENT STATISTICS

Indcpendent variables Intervening variable
(1ICS) Role Clarity

Careful presentation .06
Two-way communication .44%*
Frankness .08
Careful listening -.04
Brevity .09
Informality .12%

F 32...23*

Multiple R .62

R2 .38

NOTE: Beta weights - standardized regression coefficients
* pd.01

TABLE 3

MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR HYPOTHESIS 2
WITH RESULTING BETA WEIGHTS AND PERTINENT STATISTICS

Independent Intervening variables
variables (ICS) Trust- Inform- Dynamism
worthiness ativeness
Careful presentation .05 .18%* .03
Two-way communication .50% 0 DR .08
Frankness -.09* .26* .65%
Careful listening .14%* =05 -.30%
Brevity -.02 ol St .04
Informality o DDk .14% -.03
F 102.51% 45.88% 7 - 8%
Myltiple R .81 .68 .65
R .66 .46 .42
!

NOTE: Beta weights = standardized regression coefficients
* p. 01
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TABLE 4

REGRESSION ANALYSES FOR HYPOTHESIS 3
WITH RESULTING BETA WEIGHTS AND PERTINENT STATISTICS

Intervening Dependent Variable
Variable Satisfaction Job Work Unit
with Supervision Satisfaction Effectiveness

Role Clarity .62% .44% .48%

F 197 52 76.74% 94.98%

Multiple R .62 .44 .48

R? .38 .19 105

* pl.01

TABLEE 5

MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES FOR HYPOTHESIS 4
WITH RESULTING BETA WEIGHTS AND PERTINENT STATISTICS

Intervening Dependent Variable
Variable Satisfaction Job Work Unit
with Supervision Satisfaction Effectiveness
Trustworth-
iness .45% o HB .26%
Informative-
ness .46% .20% 3 B YL
Dynamism o LA .08 -.00
F 296.46%* 35.21% 49.,08*
Multiple R .86 .50 .46
R? .73 S S

* p{.01
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TABLE 6

MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES FOR HYPOTHESIS 5
WITH REGRESSION BETA WEIGHTS AND PERTINENT STATISTICS

Independent
Variables (ICS)

Dependent Variable

Satisfaction

with Supervision

Job

Work Unit

Satisfaction Effectivencss

Careful presen-

tation LO07% -.05 .00
Two-way commun-

ication L43% L41% 22%
Frankness .16* .05 10*
Careful listen- ,

ing .02 .05 .09
Brevity o LA -.01 .02
Informality o AIE .00 .09

F 95.41* 16.24* 12.78%*

Multiple R .80 .45 .41

R2 .64 .20 By

*p<&01

TABLE 7
RELATIONSHIP OF ICS VARIABLES TO DEPENDENT VARIABLES
WITH AND WITHOUT ROLE CLARITY HELD CONSTANT

ICS Variables Satisfaction Job Work Unit

with Supervision

Satisfaction Effectiveness

(1) (2) (1) (2) (1) (2)
Careful presen-
tation .44 .34 .16 i .20 L07%
Two-way commun-
ication .73 .58 .45 .26 .38 .14
Frankness s .44 <27 .10% | .29 L2
Careful listen-
ing o)) 43 .28 .13 .29 DS
Brevity N 36 .18 N Sl K .09*
Informality - .49 .28 ca*g .3 .13

NOTE: (1) = zero order correlation
(2) = holding role clarity constant

* non significant; all other correlations significant

at p¢.05 or better
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TABLE 8

WITH RESULTING BETA WEIGHTS AND PERTINENT STATISTICS

Independent Dependent Variables
Variables Satisfaction Job Work Unit
with Supervision Satisfaction Effectiveness
Step one
Role clarity
alone .62%% 44 b Gl
F 197.53** 76 T 94.98%**
Mgltiple R .62 .44 .48
R .38 19 .23
Step two
Role clarity o 44 BIE3 28%* 0 D B
Careful pres-
~ entation .06* -.07 -.03
Two-way com-
munication L34n% . 20k .05
Frankness o 4L St .03 10)7
Careful 1lis-
tening .03 .06 .10
Brevity L10%* -.03 -.01
Informality o Lgax -.04 .05
F DL 515 Fkits 115 =G> NS, A&
Mgltiple R .82 .50 50
R .671 251 25

*p&. 05

**p(, 01

. . 2 = . - .
lincrease in RZ is significant



-

RELATIONSHIP OF ICS VARIABLES TO DEPENDENT VARTABLES
WITH AND WITHOUT CREDIBILITY MEASURES

(TRUSTWORTHINESS
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TABLE 9

, INFORMATIVENESS, AND DYNAMISM)
HELD CONSTANT

(5)

ICS Variables (1) (2 (3) (4)
Satisfaction with Supervision
Careful presentation .44 .29 .14 .40 .10%
Two-way communication NS .41 .58 .71 .34
Frankness .57 .46 .26 .44 .19
Careful listening .55 .24 .36 .60 .22
Brevity .47 .33 .23 .46 .20
Informality .61 0 B .45 .60 .19
TABLE 10
RELATIONSHIP OF ICS VARIABLES TO DEPENDENT VARIABLES
WITH AND WITHOUT CREDIBILITY MEASURES
(TRUSTWORTHINESS, INFORMATIVENESS, AND DYNAMISM)
HELD CONSTANT
ICS Variables i) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Job Satisfaction
Careful presentation .16 .01% -.05* .11 -.08%
Two-way communication .45 .19 .28 .41 .14
Frankness .27 o 4l OISR .16 -.03*
Careful listening .28 B USE o L1 .28 .01*
Brevity .18 HORIE -.01% 115 -.05%
Informality .28 -.04* .10% WAL I (073
NOTE: (1) = zero order correlation
(2) = holding trustworthiness constant
(3) = holding informativeness constant
(4) = holding dynamism constant
(5) = holding all credibility variables constant

* nonsignificant; all other correlations significant at

p{.05 or better
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TABLE 11

RELATIONSIIIP OF TCS VARTABLES TO DEPENDENT VARIABLES WITH
AND WITHOUT CREDIBILITY MEASURES (TRUSTWORTHINESS,
INFORMATIVENESS, AND DYNAMISM) HELD CONSTANT

ICS Variables (1) (2) (39 (4) (5)
Work Unit Effectiveness
Careful presentation .20 L07% .01% .17 -.02%
Two-way communication .38 .12 .20 .35 L07%*
Frankness .29 .16 .08% .24 .07%
Careful listening .29 .09% .14 .30 .05%
Brevity 928 .09* 205% Nl 50755
Informality .31 .05% .15 .29 .02%
NOTE: (1) = zero order correlation
(2) = holding trustworthiness constant
(3) = holding informativeness constant
(4) = holding dynamism constant
(5) = holding all credibility variables constant

*nonsignificant; all other correlations significant at
p{-05 or better




42

TABLE 12

MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR HYPOTHESIS 7
WITH RESULTING BETA WEIGHTS AND PERTINENT STATISTICS

Independent Dependent Variables
Variables Satisfaction Job Work Unit
with Supervision Satisfaction Effectiveness
Step one
Trustworthiness .45% o DB .26%
Informativeness .45% L B o BY S
Dynamism o JLBE .08 -.01
F 296.46% 35.21%* 29.03%*
Multiple R .86 .50 .46
RZ a3 .25 -
Step two
Trustworthiness o BB .24% .19*
Informativeness .38% .24% 5 BSE
Dynamism .10% .09 -.03
Careful presen-
tation -.01 -.11% -.06
Two-way com-
munication o BYE o BDH .07
Frankness .02 -.05 o 07
Careful lis-
tening .04 .06 .06
Brevity .07%* -.04 -.01
Informality .08% = L2 -.01
F W22 o L7 13.61%* 9.96%
Mgltiple R .881 .53 .47
R .78 .281 I

*p{. 01 lincrease in R? is significant
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TABLE 13

MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR HYPOTHESIS 8
WITH RESULTING BETA WEIGHTS AND PERTINENT STATISTICS

Independent Dependent Variables
Variables Satisfaction Job Work Unit
with Supervision Satisfaction Effectiveness
Step one
Role clarity L14%% L21%% 31k
Trustworthiness L40%x% o BRI L13%%
Informativeness WA= o LGS 5 It
Dynamism o 4l JLEdt .06 -.03
F 236.01%* 30.26%% 30.10%%
Mgltiple R .86 .52 N5Y2
R WS .28 N
Step two
Role clarity L09x* L20%% o HILIL
Trustworthiness L20%% L19%% L12*
Informativeness .36%% L20%% L19%%
Dynamism o (Gt .09 -.04
Careful pres-
entation -.01 o 5 LI 625 -.06
Two-way com-
munication 5 AL L18%% -.02
Frankness .02 .05 .06
Careful 1lis-
tening .04 .07 .08
Brevity L06%* -.05 -.03
Informality .08%%* -, 12%% -.02
F 1L o 2kt 13.58%%* 12.10%%*
Mgltiple R .881 11515 d 5%
- R N .30 .28

Apg.05  **p¢.01

1increase in R

2

is significant
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TABLE 14

SATISFACTION WITH SUPERVISION

Bivariate Total Synthetic Difference
relationship Corr (A) Eoien NN between
A and B
Satsup - Listen 3515 .51 .02
Satsup - Two-way 4 .72 ax=
Satsup - Formal .61 .58 .03
Satsup - Frank - 510 S5 .05
Satsup - Brevity A7 - A1 .06
Satsup - CP .43 .40 .03
Satsup - Trust .74 .69 .05
Satsup - Info .78 .75 .03
= .03
TABLE 15
ANALYSIS OF PATH RELATIONSHIPS:
JOB SATISFACTION
Bivariate Tetal Synthetic Difference
relationship Corr (A) Corr (B) between
A and B
Jobsat - Listen 29 .26 .03
Jobsat - Two-way .44 .45 .01
Jobsat - Frank .27 .27 --
Jobsat - Formal .29 .28 .01
Jobsat - Brevity .18 4.8 =
Jobsat - CP .16 WS .01
Jobsat - Role clarity .43 .42 .01
Jobsat - Trust .46 .38 .08
Jobsat - Into .44 .36 .08
X=.025
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TABLE 16

WORK UNIT EFFECTIVENESS

Bivariate Total Synthetic Difference

relationship Corr (A) Corr (B) between

A and B
Weff Listen .29 .26 .03
Weff Two-way .36 .37 .01
Weff Frank .28 S .02
Weff Formal .30 .29 .01
Weff Brevity o (Al .20 .02
Weff CP .20 .19 .01
Weff Role clarity .48 .43 .05
Weff Trust .39 .35 .04
Weff Info .41 .33 .08

.03

>
n




FIGURE 1

MODEL REPRESENTING IMPACT OF FOCAL MANAGER'S INTERPERSONAL

COMMUNICATION STYLE ON COLLEAGUES
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FIGURE 2

PATH ANALYSIS - SATISFACTION WITH SUPERVISION
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FIGURE 3

PATH ANALYSIS - JOB SATISFACTION

Careful
Listening

.49 Role

Clarity (367%)

Open, two-way

Communication ‘
“.--_ N,
”
N

Frankness
Trustworthi- Job
3l ness (65%) —2p Satisfaction
- - -.13 ? (30%)

Informality \\

N
N2
.N.w
Informa-
Brevity »13 > tiveness (47%)
)
wm (Path diagram): .30

Careful :

Presentation R® (all original variables

included) = .30




FIGURE 4

PATH ANALYSIS - WORK UNIT EFFECTIVENESS
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APPENDIX A

COMMUNICATION SURVEY
Biographical Information

The following information is requested to permit a statistical description
of the overall population of respondents. This information will be ana-
lyzed so as not to identify any specific individual or particular work
unit. Please answer every question.

Age 2. Sex: Male Female (Circle appropriate one).
3. Education (check highest level completed)
high school degree " Master's degree
two year college degree Ph.D.
Bachelor's degree Other (please specify)

4. How many members, Iincluding your boss, are there in your immediate
work group (the group in which you and others at your level
report to a common superior)?

5. Years of service in present organization.
6. Length of time in current position?
7. How long have you worked under your current boss?

8. How many levels are below you in this organization (your
organization is the name that is on your letterhead)?

9. What is the primary function of your department/division/unit?

. Client Services
General Administration
Finance/Accounting

. Personnel, Training
Other (please specify)

1. Production

2. Purchasing

3. Research and Development

4, Sales, Marketiag, Advertising,
Public Relations 1

5. Engineering Design

OO o~

-

10. Approximately how many people work in the department/division/
unit described in item 9?

11. Of the total communications you receive from your boss, approx-
imately what percentage is:
written %
face to face %

telephone z
100%
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12. Of the total amount of communication from you boss, what percentage
of 1t is: '

immediate job/task related 7%
other organizational related %

personal/social 7
100%

13. How well do you know your boss (check one of the below alternatives):
better than any boss I've had

better than most bosses I've had

average compared to other bosses I've had

less than most bosses I've had

know least compared to other bosses I've had

14. How close is your desk to the desk of your supervisor (check one):
cluse (within 100 feet or so)

nearby (more than 100 feet but on the same floor)

on a different floor in the same building

in a separate building
Use the scale below to answer the questions which follow:
extremely important
very important
moderately important
only slightly important
not at all important

Lol S SR O SRV, )
o BN

15. How important is it to you to know, in detail, what you have
to do on a job?

16. How important is it to you to know, in detail, how you are
supposed to do a job?

17. How impor.ant is it to you to know, in detail, what the limits
of your authority on a job are?
18. How important is it to you to know how well you are doing?

19. How important are each of the following sources in having a
clear definition and understanding of the overall responsibilities
that go with the position you currently occupy?

(Place an appropriate number opposite each source listed):
peers subordinates
supervisor the job itself

written job description prior experience
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PART ICS: INTERPERSONAL COMMUNICATION STYLE OF SUPERVISOR

The items 1in

this section describe behaviors which people may exhibit

when they communicate with others in an organizational setting. You

are asked to

respond to these items as they apply to your own immed-

iate supervisor. In the blank space next to each statement write the

number which

best describes how frequently your own boss behaves or

acts that way.

The numbers represent the following descriptive terms:

Example:

Never

Once in a while
Sometimes
Fairly often
Usually
Constantly
Always

~Nownm s wN -
nn s Wy u

6 He encourages others to speak their mind.
(The respondent's "6" indicates that his boss constantly encourages

others to speak their mind.)

1. He interrupts with his own comments before others can finish a
statement.

____ 2. He speaks deliberately when he communicates.
_ 3. He dominates discussions.
4. He chooses his words carefully.
5. He asks for my own views on problems and issues.
6. He keeps his mind on what the speaker is s;ying.
7. He 1is very informal and relaxed when he communicates.
____ 8. He organizes his thoughts before he speaks.

9. He is frank in saying what he really thinks.

10. His comments are brief and to the point.

11. He

12. He

is polished in his choice of words.

goes out of his way to find out information which may be

relevant to his work responsibilities.




13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

He

He
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follows up conversations with feedback.

jumps to conclusions before all the information is

presented.

He'

He

He

He

He

He

s very natural in the way he relates to others.

gives me feedback on my suggestions and comments.
tends to run off at the mouth.

says what he thinks without mincing words.

is receptive to points of view which differ from his.

takes a lot of words to say something which could be

said in a very few words.

He

He

He

He

He

conveys self-confidence in expressing his views.

lets me finish my point before he comments.

levels with others when he disagrees with their viewpoints.
fidgets when people speak to him.

drifts from topic to topic during the course of a conversation.
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PART JS: YOUR JOB SATISFACTION

The statements in this part pertain to your work and your supervisor.
Some items are mainly about your own job responsibilities, while others
concern your own views about your boss's behavior and actions at work.
In the blank space next to each statement write the number which best
describes the extent to which you agree or disagree with that particular

statement.

The numbers represent the following:

10.

———————~responsibility. ——

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

Completely disagree

Very much disagree

Moderately disagree

Neither agree nor disagree; undecided
Moderately agree

Very much agree

Completely agree

SN W
0 onu

L2 |

My boss is a very good natured person.

I think he is very well trained for his job.

I know what my own job responsibilities are.

My boss is very aggressive in his work.

My boss is very well qualified for his job.

He 1s very honest in his dealings with others at work.
I feel certain about how much authority I have.

My boss is a very hesitant person.

I consider my boss to be very friendly.

He is very well informed on issues concerning his areas of

Explanations are clear to me concerning what I have to do.
My boss is very energetic in his job.
He tends to be very pleasant company.

I think he has the appropriate prior experience necessary for
his job.

I work on unnecessary things. - T 57




16.

17,

18.
19.
20,
21,

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28,

29.

30.

31.

32.
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I have to do things that should be done differently.

My boss is a timid person at work.

I receive assignments without the manpower to complete them.
My boss is very fair in his dealings on the job.

I know exactly what is expected of me in my job.

I know that I have divided my time properly.

My boss is very just in his dealings on the job.

I have to buck rules or policies in order to carry out
assignments.

My boss is a very forceful person.

He is very skilled in his work.

I work with two or more groups who operate quite differently.
My boss is very active at work.

He is a very cooperative person to work under.

I receive incompatible requests from two or more people.

1 do things that are apt to be accepted by one person and not
accepted by others.

I have clear, planned goals and objectives for my job.

I receive assignments without adequate resources and materials
to execute them.
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PART EF: EFFECTIVENESS AND SATISFACTION

The statements in this part are about effectiveness and satisfaction.
You will be asked to judge how effective various aspects of your work
situation are, or how satisfied you are with them. In the blank space
next to each statement write the number which best describes your
overall judgment about the statement.

Use

W s um
1

Use

HNWSsW»m
]

the scale below for items 1-4:

= Extremely effective
= Very effective
= Effective

Only slightly effective
Not effective

The overall work effectiveness of your unit can be classified as:

Compated to all other units you have ever known, how do you rate
the effectiveness of your unit?

How effective is your supervisor in meeting the job-related needs
of the people who report to him?

How effective is your supervisor in meeting the requirements of
the organization?

the scale below for items 5-11:

Very satisfied

Fairly satisfied

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Somewhat dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

All in all, how satisfied are you with this organization compared
to others you know?

All in all, how satisfied are you with your job?

How satisfied do you feel with your chances for getting ahead in
this organization in the future?

How satisfied are you that your own interests and abilities are
being effectively used by the job you have?
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9. How satisfied do you feel with the progress you have made in
the organization up to now?

10. All in all, how satisfied are you with your supervisor?

11. In general, how satisfied are you that the methods of leader-

ship used by your supervisor are the right ones for getting
your group's job done?

Use the scale below for item 12:

Very high degree
High degree
Moderate degree
Slight degree
Very low degree

NWw s,
Ll

12. To make your work unit the most effective unit you have ever

known, to what degree are improvements needed?
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